























“T7TTUA ENVIRreeTrrmay pROTECTION AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

d1a1r walrenk Kked>OURCES CUNTROL BOARD Ma111ng Address:

THE PAUL R. BONDERSON BUILDING DIVISION OF WATER RIGHTS

901 P STREET P.0. BOX 2000, , CA 95812-
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-0100 sacranento 812-2000

OCTOBER 1 g 1994

Mr. Patrick Wright

Bay/Delta Program Manager

W-3, Water Management Division
Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Mr. Wright:
NARRATIVE STANDARD FOR PROTECTION OF TIDAL MARSHES OF SUISUN BAY

After reviewing the proposed narrative standard, I recommend that
you delete it. If you do not delete it, you should at least
revise it. A possible revision would be as follows:

Water quality conditions sufficient to support the
existing diversity of plant species composition and
wildlife habitat throughout all elevations of the tidal
marshes bordering Suisun Bay shall be maintained.
Permanent conversion of brackish marsh to salt marsh
from increased soil or water salinity shall not be
permitted.

With respect to your version, "diversity" should be changed to
"species composition". I don’'t believe you mean to have a
gradient from more species to fewer species. Rather, you mean to
have a gradient from freshwater species to salt-tolerant species,
retaining a mix of different species within any one area.

The standard should specify that it is meant to prevent permanent
conversion to salt marsh. Seasonally or during a long drought
the tidal marshes may become salty enough to be considered
saltwater marshes, but would be brackish at other times.
Temporary changes like these should not be considered a violation
of the standard.

I am not sure what your version of the draft standard means by
"permanent reduction in plant stature and percent cover from
increased water or soil salinity or other water quality problems
shall be maintained." This language does not seem to make sense
with the rest of the sentence. It appears to run on, and it is
not clear which earlier phrase or phrases are being modified.
Therefore, I am at a loss to suggest a better wording.



Mr. 1 :rick Wright -2-

The purpose of the second sentence in the above version is to
take into account the natural variations that occur in the tidal
marshes as a result of radically varying hydrological cycles.
Almost all of the precipitation occurs during the winters, and
summers are dry in the watershed of the Bay-Delta. Further,
annual precipitation amounts and patterns vary widely. 1In one
year, the precipitation may be 40% of average, while in another
year it may be 200% of average. Some wet years have
predominantly dry winters with short, intense storms. With this
variation, plants communities in particular can be expected to
vary. In some years seeds of a species may stay dormant in the
soil, waiting for the right conditions to germinate. The
criterion should not be violated merely because a few salt marsh
plants grow under changing conditions, where fresher water will
be available during other time periods or water years. Likewise,
the presence of animals that also inhabit salt marshes should not
indicate a violation.

The list of species should be deleted. It does not add anything
except confusion. Are other species to be ignored? What if some
of these species are absent from a given site? The list will
become outdated as species are added or deleted from the
endangered and threatened species lists or candidate lists. If
some of these species are not present all the time in every
marsh, their absence should not be construed as a violation of
the criterion. Further, the list reduces the flexibility of the
criterion at a time when it is not clear exactly what the
criterion should look like in the future. The SWRCB may be
willing to adopt a similar objective, but upon further review
could have technical problems with including certain species.
For example, some of the species are common, and not endangered
or threatened at all. While their habitat should be protected,
these species do not require extraordinary protection.

Even if EPA adopts my revised version, which I believe is more
measurable, it never would be clear whether or not the criterion
was being met. I recognize that you are proposing an
unmeasurable narrative criterion as a place holder because you do
not have enough information to establish a specific criterion,
but it would be better not to establish a further criterion. A
narrative criterion is not needed. The purpose of the proposed
narrative criterion is to protect estuarine habitat, but this is
also the purpose of the numerical salinity criteria proposed for
Suisun Bay, which should adequately provide that protection.

Further, a narrative criterion that cannot be quantified
objectively will be difficult or impossible for the SWRCB to
implement. Since it is not specific, the SWRCB could be accused
either of failing to enforce the standard or of requiring more
than the standard requires. Either way, it could generate
litigation.



Mr. Patrick Wright -3-

EPA’'s proposed narrative criterion does not meet EPA’s guidance
as described in Question 8 which accompanied the January 6, 1994
version of the proposed rulemaking. According to Question 8,
"such narrative criteria should include specific language about
conditions that must exist to protect a designated use, and must
be quantifiable so that numeric standards can be developed ...."
EPA’'s proposed criterion is especially vague and general, and is
not quantifiable.

Since EPA apparently is saying that the proposed narrative
criterion can be adopted, could you please provide further
explanation as to the level of specificity that the SWRCB’s
objectives must reach before EPA will approve them. I have had
the belief that EPA would not approve the SWRCB’s objectives if,
for example, the estuarine habitat objectives were not
quantified, and simply provided: "Water quality conditions
sufficient to support existing estuarine habitat shall be
maintained."

Sincerely,

- ‘ ‘,7 / ’/‘ e Y
(- e = /'/ <24
k.-{:’f&/ T - g

Edward C. Anton
Chief, Division of Water Rights
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you delete it. 1If you do not delete it, you should at least
revise it. A possible revision would be as follows:

Water quality conditions sufficient to support the
existing diversity of plant species composition and
wildlife habitat throughout all elevations of the tidal
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from increased soil or water salinity shall not be
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With respect to your version, "diversity" should be changed to
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‘gradient from more species to fewer species. Rather, you mean to
have a gradient from freshwater species to salt-tolerant species,
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conversion to salt marsh. Seasonally or during a long drought
the tidal marshes may become salty enough to be considered
saltwater marshes, but would be brackish at other times.
Temporary changes like these should not be considered a violation
of the standard.

I am not sure what your version of the draft standard means by
"permanent reduction in plant stature and percent cover from
increased water or soil salinity or other water quality problems
shall be maintained." This language does not seem to make sense
with the rest of the sentence. It appears to run on, and it is
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The purpose of the second sentence in the above version is to
take into account the natural variations that occur in the tidal
marshes as a result of radically varying hydrological cycles.
Almost all of the precipitation occurs during the winters, and
summers are dry in the watershed of the Bay-Delta. Further,
annual precipitation amounts and patterns vary widely. In one
year, the precipitation may be 40% of average, while in another
year it may be 200% of average. Some wet years have
predominantly dry winters with short, intense storms. With this
variation, plants communities in particular can be expected to
vary. In some years seeds of a species may stay dormant in the
soil, waiting for the right conditions to germinate. The
criterion should not be violated merely because a few salt marsh
plants grow under changing conditions, where fresher water will
be available during other time periods or water years. Likewise,
the presence of animals that also inhabit salt marshes should not
indicate a violation.

The list of species should be deleted. It does not add anything
except confusion. Are other species to be ignored? What if some
of these species are absent from a given site? The list will
become outdated as species are added or deleted from the
endangered and threatened species lists or candidate lists. If
some of these species are not present all the time in every
marsh, their absence should not be construed as a violation of
the criterion. Further, the list reduces the flexibility of the
criterion at a time when it is not clear exactly what the
criterion should look like in the future. The SWRCB may be
willing to adopt a similar objective, but upon further review
could have technical problems with including certain species.
For example, some of the species are common, and not endangered
or threatened at all. While their habitat should be protected,
these species do not require extraordinary protection.

Even if EPA adopts my revised version, which I believe is more
measurable, it never would be clear whether or not the criterion
was being met. I recognize that you are proposing an
unmeasurable narrative criterion as a place holder because you do
not have enough information to establish a specific criterion,
but it would be better not to establish a further criterion. A
narrative criterion is not needed. The purpose of the proposed
narrative criterion is to protect estuarine habitat, but this is
also the purpose of the numerical salinity criteria proposed for
Suisun Bay, which should adequately provide that protection.

Further, a narrative criterion that cannot be quantified
objectively will be difficult or impossible for the SWRCB to
implement. Since it is not specific, the SWRCB could be accused
either of failing to enforce the standard or of requiring more
than the standard requires. Either way, it could generate
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EPA’'s proposed narrative criterion does not meet EPA’s guidance
as described in Question 8 which accompanied the January 6, 1994
version of the proposed rulemaking. According to Question 8,
"such narrative criteria should include specific language about
conditions that must exist to protect a designated use, and must
be quantifiable so that numeric standards can be developed ...."
EPA’'s proposed criterion is especially vague and general, and is
not quantifiable.

Since EPA apparently is saying that the proposed narrative
criterion can be adopted, could you please provide further
explanation as to the level of specificity that the SWRCB's
objectives must reach before EPA will approve them. I have had
the belief that EPA would not approve the SWRCB’'s objectives if,
for example, the estuarine habitat objectives were not
quantified, and simply provided: "Water quality conditions
sufficient to support existing estuarine habitat shall be
maintained.™"

Sincerely,

I

Edward C. Anton
Chief, Division of Water Rights



Mr. Patrick Wright

bcc: Walt Pettit, EXEC
Bill Attwater, OCC
Andy Sawyer, OCC
Barbara Leidigh, OCC
Jerry Johns, DWR
Tom Howard, DWR
Margie Gliatto, OCC
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TEE BAY INSTITUTE OF SAN PFRANCISCO
NATURAL EHRRITAGE  INSTITUTH
ENVIRONNENTAL ODEFENSH FUND

BAVE SAN FPRANCISCO BAY ASSOCIATION

October 24, 1554

John caffrey, Chair ‘

State Hater Rasources Comsrcl Boerd

P.0. Box 100 . L

Sacramento, Ca. 95812-0100 ‘

BRr ou" T RiALg fay/Deiex Povirormancal Alisrnative

Daar M=. cagtsrey.

Over the course of the State Boazd's variocus Bay-Delta prodeedings the
anvivanmantal oaxmuzity bas sulsitted veluminouc data anmd informstion
suppesting the adoption of irproved, protactive weter quality standards Zor
the Sacramento-San Joagquin Dalta Estuary. This letter is intended as tbka
outline of un snvirounmentally sound altermative far ===p:.--hnn-w. Ray-Dalta
standazda and opezraticnal Iequirezants . .

We mh.nizo that whille this alteznative sgeuld resuls in a :initiun:
interim iyprovement ih existing Bay/Dalta pratacticn. it doag not Tepressent
an adceptable level of prosestion for tke eatuary's aquatic resources ovar
the longer term. We would expeat that additiocnal envirenmantal impzovedents
v Juvelogwd as & primacy putpose of the long-tera Planning process
proposed in the state-fedaral IZranework agreenant. The ‘proposal includes a
compon wet ©f standsrds supported by The Bay Iastitute of San Franeises,
Natural EsTitage Inotitusc, Environmsntsl Defense Pund and Save San
Francisee Bay hAssociation, ut does not ins=lude every specific
recemmencation these groups have nmade. It ig intended to establish minimun
baselina flow., salinity, and oparatirmal reqrirsments. At the same Bime, wo
believe that chis alternative can be izpledented witbout unreascnable
lmetl on urken and agriculturel water users.

Ne sncousage the Bo:.-d o consider Al:e*m:w- sets o standaxdg which
would meer its obligations under fedszal a2ad g2ate law to pootect the
bepeZiciel uses of the estuary, mnd we welcams the opportusnity 5 work with
other pectiss e develoy such rtandardis. hHowever, proposals by agriculsural -
and urban werer ugars, or any othes perties, thal are no: as protactive as
tha fede=znl crizesie, and will f&il to evert [bDereased izterveazion te
Prevent extinctien of wndangered Bey/Dulia speSies, aTe simply rios
icceptable and do not marit the Board's consmideszation,

With this in mind, ve have organized and formatted tha Jay-Del:ze

- Environmental Alteznakive te facilitace compar-ison with the propoeal for
standards being developed by uchen and agriculturel water usars. The
urbar/agrisultural rvecommendationg wese ~iveloped without the active
participation of either the snvircament: compuURity Or agensy pezsonnel,
ﬂhilc the Ll"ban/-g:;cultural grour has ;nvz:-d non-pn:::.cipm:x To Tomment
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on ite druft recompendatiens, it hac not entsred in%o negatiations with tha
envirenhantal cammunity or fish and wildlife agencies. Thus, the
elternative cutlined harsin is iptended to previde the Boazd with e mare
onvi:umnntslly scusd alteznative to thn urban/agricultuzal propoul.

Wo acknawledge elm: the prepoul dev-lopod by the u:han/aczieu.l:unl
coalitien is bused on tha premise that the need for envirocamsgtal
improveangnt iz the estuary is clear and urgeat, and the proposal itself
ccotains inportant eccmpenents for increased protecticn of estuarine .
TBBOUrces. WOSt irportantly, the urbaz/agricultuzal recamandation includex
an X2 standazd which is similar to that proposed by EPA and the

' cavizeznuu:ul cmity.

' Sm‘ dié!o;-cneon obvicusly remaiz bDotwean the twa propossls. He continus ¢o

beliave that the level of protection mchieved ahould replicate pre-1568
conditiang. mincea declines in estuarine populations and dranatie incresses
in Delta exposis ware sxperisnced during the late 1960c/early 19708 peried,
and : that a conflugnea salinity requirement should be in effect for tha
entire 150 day perisd, in order to limit exposure of aguetis organisms te
unsuitable upstroan habitat areas and to ensura thar downstreaz habicat
reguiremmnta e¢ actually achieved wsing the malinity ez flow compliance
regime. (Ir propeming partizl or fleating conpllance with 2 confiuance
requirapent., Qe yrban/ agzicultuzal propesal implicicly rscognizes ths
ne¥d to place =ocme lipits on upstres: variablility). Overall, however. it
bears rmn:ibq that theze exists az eXtremely high degzae of concensus
pwer the sust:l ficatiem tnd cumnt. loc the xz l:lndlrd.

Ip other ¢ritical areas, untartunaiily, :hn uzhan/ agricultural pche‘&l is
deficiant. Tha mest pressing of those are: (1) failume To pruvide adeguata
limits on Delte experes; (2) failure to provide adeguate protssticns for
eu:nign:ing San Jesguin River salmon mmolts during the spriang periods (3}
fallu=¢ %o provids an adecuste Ban Jeagiin Warm Watar Hahitat standard: (£)
failure to provide adequate Zail peries protection for au&mg:a:m; apriag
run chineck: and (S) failluze to provida adequuate pro-octien Eor suisun
Haresh. We addresz theae isaues in tuzrm balow.

- 4 d &

The ursan/agzicul:zural proposal scknowledges the importgnce of limiting
Water wxportE 2om the Delta du:in: acitlierl periods of seipon smoit out»
migration. It recammends limiting exports to a fixed pearcentage of Delta
inflaw each month: 33 percen: of inflowv 2zem Kareh through June, 35 to 65

. pezeont of inSflow frem Suly shyough huyusl, and 5% to €5 perseat 2t inflow

from Septamber through Februsry. The FToposal Blipe relies upen mauitoring
information to d-tcm-ne whether adsuﬁtmnts in the expest/izflow zatie
would be apprepriare. .

Howavar, a zatic setween Delts izflow and Delta exports is too :.’mpl‘.ati:
to reflect tha complex -elezionsnip between expores and theiz impasts on
squatic repources. Simpie export/inflew zarics are not sufficiently linked
to achisving & necessary lova. of protection’ "m <he adverss izpacts of
entrainmens of aquatic organizas &2 the expor: facilities. Extensive
snalysis Dy the TesSoUrse management agancies ha.v- demonstTated the stromg
Correlaticn botween expo=t lsvels and these entriirment effects, and have

TS - e —— -~
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resulted in :-cmndatianu for more stringent amluec axpart limics under
varying watar year types. Iz addition, simple exper:z/ inflow ratics do not
reflect tha impact of in-Delts diversions or habicat nvan-hiuv:y (i.e., X2
posdtion) at thu tima and lml et ‘eXpoTt.

Ths urban/ aq:icultu.ul mnl's relianco on monitezing of -poei.-l take
to adjust the inflow/ export zatio presupposes an abllity to track aad.
respond to biological rescurces which is beyond cur capabilities at this
tizg. More impartantly, becauss, the biclogical justificatiem for setting a
particulas wxpost/ inflow retis is unclesr, it 18 uncertain what criterie
would ba used to adjust these razies in the event of increased or decreoased
take. The Boasrd ashould concentrate o adopting those salinity, flow and

| axport mpasures whieh will reduce the risk of usecvupLoble take, rather
than enmbrace a highly conjectural nev approash to defining taka.

Eport csnstrainte eve and should remain an izporsant campsuesnt of
Bay/Pelts water quality rsgulation. However, we believe that export limits
which are zmore seneitiva to natural hyd-slogical cenditieas than currant
export limits based on water ysar TYpes can and zhould be Geveloped foxr tha
period. of November through March and in June (wish absclute export limits
wlwmys retrined in April and May, as discussed Pelow). The envizenmantal
erganizations ere working on altezrnasive export criteriz which could be
expressed as a funcsica of such physicel vaxisbles a8z Daltz inflow and ths
Telative contributien ef the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, in-Deults
‘divession. and X2 pasitien. sush criteria would allow £6r incraased expost
under high flow conditions, although alwolule MAXIENE TO protect .
biclogical reascurces wwuld have to be established. We invite thes Board amd
cther perties 2o help us reZine this approack. for Iuture use as cperational
requirementa. Iao ths adssnem of anch an sxport Junetion, we recaxmand that
absoclute expors constreints based on water year type be daveloped and
adepted by ths Beasd for tha peried af November through June.

The V.S. Plah and Wildlife Service (USTKS) and the California Depertmant of -
Pish and Game (CDFG) have astablizhed that pootection of fall-run chimesk
F&lmon smOlt suthigratior dusing April and May is asseatial to ensure
successful passage to the ocsan, 2nd have identilied measures, includiang
increased mirisur Siows and decreassd expoct levels, to schieve .suck
p:eaoetznu Loz Lhe declirning sen Jeaquic Kiver population. Slight increases
in flow frem historical levals will fail te schisve ths fecovary of chinook
and other populatiops which aze the goxl no: only of the water quality

RALE DG pOCeSS, bu: tbe CVPIA -.n-.dzaneua Sish daublina yrogran as well.

The u‘:bui/ncr:."ult\.rtl l..l'.nrn&-xvc ig unzceeptakrle i thzs area. Their
proposal provides for much lawer Slows ¢ =hose recammonded by USPWE or
that would resull fram .mpl-mnucion of the standards proposed >y EPA.
Xorsover, he urtbhan/ spriculiural pzeposal would ellew sxpors puwmping of
00 percent of the San Joaquih River flows ducing the spring pesiod. At
these expor: levels, the pumps are likely to ake not enly lsrge numbers of
salmon swolss, but Delte sxalt and other aguetic species. ThaTs exisss
ganaersl-agrmement among <ichery liologiet: that absolute +imits of azound
1500 cfw wsu requived during the April-Nay pazicd, a conclusie:n caniiTned
oy sgen:.y stalf, envizonmental scientists and Lrben comsultants at 2 serias




10/26/94 14:51 D202 260 7702 GENERAL COUNSEL ---» EPA REG 9 (ORC) doos
“10/25/94 15:22 202 208 4021 WASHINGTON USBR -~ -MAR_Y E LEVINE @006/009

| ' . . —t L
- - — S — e Pimm a1t et e s W -

Jahn Caffzey
october 24, i394
Page <&

of tc:hnicsl maetings on salmon protection eyzlier this yeaz.

The environentally sound alternhative wo propose weuld dnelude fliwws,
depending an water year type, from 1000 to 3000 efs at Jersey Point and
frem 4000 to 10,000 cfm at Vermalis, and abselute expert limits of 1500 cfs
.during the critical April-May paried. (The April-May aexport limits are nst
zTeplaceanin by an export function). We alsc recommend adopticz of EPAR'S
zevined salmon smele survival indices for beth San Joaquin and Sacrameate
River populations, whieh previde survival targets tc help quide .
, :naln;ne-hiva aad evalualu Lhe sificacy of. thtn operaticnal r-qu:.z-utnu
or salman

Sap Joaquin vaxsy Waper Habieat Standazd
The Bay-Deltz Bavironmental Altsrnative includes EPA's proposed salinity
standazrd Zer the lower San Jeoaquin River, which will provent the formatien
of & salirity barrier frem land-darived salts and tharefors proteet -
spawning habitar Sor striped bBase. and possibly other species, during Apzil’
and May. This critericn &lse serves a5 2 suTrogets for protestion of
southarn Delta aguatic pepulatioms frem tha effects of oentmim:s in
agsicultural d.rcumn:u's loaded =c ths San Joaquj.n Rivar.

. R - . ' .

We bave previcusly previded evidence to the Ecard vegarding the peed for
standards o protect outmigrating spnng fun chincok duriag tha fall months
in order TQ avold listing thes species under the Eadangered S$peciss Act.
Bpucificzlly. the Dsltz Cross Channel gates zust ba closed. and strong
Sacramante River flows previded, during the November through Januazy peried.
te ensure migosoeful omolt migration teo t:h- SSeRl .

Under the urhansagTisuls ural proposal the Crcss chamml gazes would remain
open in Navnmbur and Decswber., laaviag ¢pring run cmalte wulnorable &uring
most of thair cut-migraticn peried. In addition, the proposal. fails to
pzw:.dc Sacramante River flows until Febzuzrzy.

s u:nd CDFS steff and ecther biclegists have confirmed that psotections for -
spring zun during Nevexzber threugh Janucsy eres essential, pesticulesrly Zor
the very limited Milli and Dear Creek popiiations. They acse soafidsat that
adult upstream migratiom during this period would net be impeired by Cross:
Channal =losure since the Ceorgia=a Slough wourld remein open. THe
. alternative outliced herein includes .these secommendatioss.

Qadegn Maszyh

The urban/ agricultural propomkl does nar include increased prasections for
the unmaheged 2idzi marahes of Suisu zay. and would Lo Jact allow curTent
protectione for *ha managed wetlands of Suisuz Mareh =o be veakened through -
adoption ©f “Rhe deficiency standards. ccotzined in the Suisun Mersh
PxesorTvation Agreement. Vnrsover, ths biclogictl acsessmedl reguired ly Lle
Bou'd es @ p:a:ana.u;sﬁ te its cano:.ét:a:ica of whetho- e adept the QQL
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has yvet to bs conpleted, In‘our vlw, the biclogical aseessdent should be -
redirected to. facilitate data ¢ollecticn and anmalysis Zor the dﬂ.lm:
of nuwneris ariteries to proteet the brackish tidal marshaa. The Bay/ Delta
Envircansntal Alternative includes ngrrative criteria’ for the brackish
tidal marshes and zeinstatement of tha origisel D-1485 numexric standaxds
and compliancs paoints for the managed wetlamds. .

In sum, we balieve that we have crafted. az alternative sat of gtandards and
opeIating requirements that is reasonable, ejuitable and workable. Our
elternative iz buwewl vi Lhe minimmn dislogical heeds of the Bstuary, but is
intended Whara poesible to minimizs the water csatz for the varieus user
groups. We look forward to werking with the Boaréd as wall as othct
inverestesd parties on z.tinnnonea of this clternative.

[

Sincersly,

Gary Bokkas
Tha Rxy Instivuts of San Pzanciece

Devid FPullezton -
‘Narural Horitage Instituse

John Rrautkraemar
Bavironmentel Defensa Fund

BasTy Welpeon
Save Szn Prnacisca 2ay Mavs&aho:

enclosure
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ENVIRONMENTAL ALTERNATIVE TO URBAN/AGRICULTURAL BAY-DELTA PﬁOPOSAL

The recent urban/agricultural proposal for san Francisco Bay/Delta
standards will not meet the minimun requlrements of federal -and
state law. Nor will it provzde the conprehensive set of ecosystem~
based protections that is needed to meet the water users’ goal of
reducing the effect of the Endangered Species Act on water project
operations in the Bay/Delta system. : .

Summarized below are key def1c1enc1es in the urban/agriculutraul
proposal and an alternative to address these deficiencies developed
by four environmental organlzatlons. The environnental alternative
is based upon the minimum biological needs of the estuary and is
. designed to be reasonable, . equitable, and workable. ‘

Delta Export Limits: The urban/agrlcultural proposal contains an
_overly simplistic set of export limits based upon fixed ratios
between Delta exports and Delta inflow. The environmental
alternative recommends a combination of set export constraints in
critical months and the. development of a more sophisticated formula
for determining allowable export. rates in other nonths that
considers a broader range of factors. :

San Joaquin Salmon Protection: The urban/agricultural proposal
would adopt San Joagquin River flow requirements that are very close
to historic levels that have led to salmon population declines.
The environmental alternative .proposes flows based ~upon the.
recommendations of fishery management agencies.

San Joagquin Harm Water Habitat: The urban/agricultural nroposal
deletes this standard which has been proposed by USEPA. It is
included in the environmental alternative. This criterion wouid
help protect aquatic resources ‘frﬁem the adverse effects of
agricultural drainage pollution; . ‘ _

SPrlng—Run Salmon Protection: . The environmental alternative
incorporates protections not included in the urban/agr:.cultu*a1
proposal designed to help avoid the l;stlng ¢f the spri ng-run under
the Endaﬁgered Spacies Act : ‘

Suisun Harsh Protectlon' The Lrban/agrlculturel proposal anludes

- measures. that are not adeguate tc protect this important wetland
resource and are not based on sufficient scientific information.
The environmental alternative contains st randards for the managed
marsh as originally adopted by the state in 1978 and narrative
crlterla for tidal marsh areas 2as oroposed by USEP&.

’Deealls of the alternative are contained in an Oc% ~ober 24,

. 1994 letter from The Bay Institute of 5an Francisco, Environmental

Defense Fund, Natural Heritage Institute, and Save San Francisco
Bay Association to the State Water Resources Control Board.
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lArora, Sushil K. DWR 916/653-7921 916/655—6077 ]
Bahman, Sheikh WRA 415/695-1178 415/695-1178
rBedker, Gary USBR 916/978-5251 916/978-5284
Bobker, Gary Bay Instit. 415/331-2303 415/332-8799
Dale, Larry LDA 510/236-9630 510/236-8598
De Valpine, Perry | SCLDF 415/627-6700 415/627-6740
Denton, Richard CCWD 510/674-8187 510/674-8122
Dixon, Lloyd RNND 310/393-9411 310/451-6930
Eshoo, Paul Bay Insti. 415/331-2303 415/332-8799
Farnum, Farhad DWR 916/653-9415 916/653-6077
Fullerton, Dave NHI 415/288-0550 415/288-0555
Griffin, Adrian SWRCB 916/657-1832 916/657-2394
Hall, Steve ACWA 916/441-4545 916/441-7893
Hanneman M. UCB 510/841-6443 510/845-86397?
Hardesty, Sermin CVPWA 316/753-1632 916,/754-1904
Hoagland, Ray DWR 916/653-6785 916/653-6077
Illingworth, Wendy 415/391-3558 415/391-3056
Ingram, Wes SWRCB 916/653-3982 916/657-0394
Jackson, Michael USBR 916/978-4854
Johnson, Lance SL&DMWA 209/826-9696 209/, 14-1560
Kanin, Nadine R. USFWS 916/978-4366 916/../8-4619
King, Laura EBMUD 510/287-1370 510/287-0128
Kratkramer, John 510/658-0630
Thabault, Mike USFWS 916/978-4866 916/978~-4619
McKusick, Bob NEA/KCWA/NE 206/574-2554 206/574-7083

McLeod, Phillip

MHB Consult

510/834-1170

510/834-6504

Meyer, Harold

WRMI

916/920-1811

916/920-1812
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Mitchel, Dave M3 510/547-4369 510/547-4369
FRTSTer—Paime PR dt-Bmft-d = 2 03— A5+ TEA=TOT8
Rosekrans, Spreck EDF 510/658-8003 510/658-0630
Ryan, John SCVWD 408/265-2600 408/266-0271
| Schuster, Dave 916/446-0143
[Spragens, Kip EDMUD 510/287-1006 510/287-0128
Steinert, Byron Westlands 209/224-1523 209/224-1560
Stephons, Vince SCVWD 408/265-2600 408/266-0271
Stroh, Craig USBR 916/978-5251 916/978-5284
Sunding, Dave UCB 510/643-8364 510/643-8911
von Haam, Peter MWDSC 213/217-6517 213/217-7778
Wear, Linda NEA 206/574-2554 206/574-7082
Wegge, Thomas J&S 916/737-3000 916/737-3030
Wichelns, Dennis URI 401/792-4565 401/782-4766
Zilberman, Dave UCB 510/643-8911




MEMORANDUM

TO: Tom Hagler

FROM: Bruce Herbold

RE: June requirements for Roe Island
DATE: October 30, 1994

As you are aware, in the development of EPA’s sliding scale I have used a statistical program
to determine the best fit of a logistical model to the historical data on the unimpaired flows in
one month and the subsequent number of days when X2 has been downstream of Chipps and
Roe islands. Austin Nelson of Contra Costa Water District obtained these data from me and
has developed very similar results for each month except June at Roe Island. My statistical
package refused to fit the model for that portion of the data. However, Austin Nelson’s
statistical package not only replicated my own work but produced the following coefficients for
June at Roe Island:

A=-81.976 B=-0.156 C=10.699
this model yields an r-square for fit to the data of .83.

The California Urban Wateruser Agencies relied on this work of Austin Nelson in developing
their recommendations to the SWRCB of August 25, 1994. I understand from my conversations
with Mr. Nelson that CUWA used these coefficients in calculating the number of days required
ata 1971.5 level of development. However, they did not provide a technical appendix that gives
the values so I am attaching a copy of a memorandum from Mr. Nelson and a supporting graph
I obtained from Mr. Richard Denton of CCWD.

I therefore suggest that we include this equation in a June requirement at Roe Island. As with
the other Roe Island equations I suspect that this will entail little, if any, change in operations
at the current level of development.

Setting the target level of development to 1968 the coefficients for the table in the rule would
become:

A= -92.584 B= +10.699

The modeling efforts for EPA have not included these parameters, but the modeling runs for the
State Board have. Since the Board’s water costs are not significantly greater than EPA’s, it
seems unlikely that the inclusion of these parameters would affect our economic analysis.






Comparison of Club Fed Proposal and
Ag-Urban Water Users’ Joint Proposal

November 1, 1994
The attached graphs and data tables are in response to questions raised at the October 18,

1994 meeting between Federal and State agency personnel, environmental organization
representatives and members of the Ag-Urban water users’ joint proposal technical group.

1. Define a dry & critical year trigger for meeting February X2 requirements at the
confluence, i.e. based on previous January 8-River index.

The Ag/Urban proposal now has a revised sliding scale in February to address the
above issue.

® At the confluence, X2 (with three ways to comply) is required to be met for
28 days. )

®m At Chipps Island, there is no X2 requirement when the January 8-River
index is less than or equal to 1.5 MAF, and 28 days are required when it
is greater than 1.75 MAF. Linear interpolation is used between 1.5 and
1.75 MAF to determine the number of days required.

2.  Difference in X2 locations from operations studies between Water Users’ proposal
and the Club Fed proposal.

The three sets of bar charts show the February through June average location of
X2 from monthly DWRSIM output. The graphs are for the three periods:
1922-1946, 1945-1969, and 1968-1992. Also shown are the X2 values for Roe
Island (64 km), Chipps Island (74 km) and Collinsville (81 km). -

The location of X2 was calculated using the monthly Kimmerer-Monismith
equation. The DWRSIM studies were Alternative J (water users proposal) and
371 (first of three recent studies by DWR for EPA). DWR’s description of the
three recent studies, 371, 372 and 373, is also attached.

A table of February-June average X2 locations for four DWRSIM studies for the
period 1922-1992 is also attached. The additional studies are for D1485 with the
1994 Endangered Species Act requirements (DWRSIM study 274) and D1485
only (DWRSIM study 272B).
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Month to month variation_in_historical exports and export/inflow ratios (with and
without proposed limits)

Three sets of line graphs of montl / historical exports at the Tracy and Banks
export pumping plants are attached: 1968-1976, 1977-1984 and 1985-1992. The
historical data (dashed line) are from DAYFLOW.

Note that in these graphs, values for calendar year 1968, for example, are plotted
from 68.0 to 68.99. The change from June 1968 to July 1968 occurs at about
68.5.

Also plotted are the Tracy and Banks exports assuming only the Ag-Urban water
users’ proposed export limitations (export/inflow percentages and the 100%
export/San Joaquin ratio). In other words, the DAYFLOW exports are reduced
where necessary according to these export limitations but no other flow changes
such as minimum Delta outflow requirements were made. CCWD’s model does
not include any reoperation of reservoirs upstream of the Delta so no attempt was
made to recover export losses in other months.

This study illustrates that the Ag-Urban water users’ export limitations alone .
represent a significant potential reduction in exports from historical values.

The next three sets of line graphs show the corresponding export/inflow
percentages for the monthly historical exports at the Tracy and Banks export
pumping plants (1968-1976, 1977- 384 and 1985-1992). The export/inflow
limits proposed by the Ag-Urban water users and the resulting reduction from
historical expoit/inflow ratio are also shown.

A table of the monthly variations in DAYFLOW historical exports and
export/inflow ratios, the proposed limitations under the water users’ proposal and
the resulting reduction in exports and export/inflow ratios (assuming only the
export limitations are in place) is also attached. .

Comparison of Tracy and Banks Export/Inflow ratios from historical DAYFLOW
data and water users proposals - drier and wetter year averages

Four pages of export/inflow ratio data showing the years 1967 through 1992
classified as drier years (critical and dry years, based on the 40-30-30 Sacramento
River index) and wetter years (below normal, above normal and wet years).
Note that the water year type is assumed to change on February 1 each year.
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- Comparison of QWEST frequency/magnitude data for the water users and Club
Fed proposals ‘

Twelve histograms of QWEST data, one per month (two graphs per page), arc

attached. The data plotted are the 71 monthly values for a given month for the
period 1922-1992 from three DWRSIM studies: Water Users (Alternative J
study), Club Fed (study 371) and D1485 only (study 272B). Values of
QWEST greater than 10,000 cfs are not plotted.

Six pages of monthly QWEST data, sorted by month, two months per page, are
also attached. In addition to the three DWRSIM studies listed above, the output
from DWRSIM study 274, D1485 with the 1994 Endangered Species Act
requirements, are also tabulated.

Analyze smolt survival on the San Joaquin River

An analysis of salmon smolt survival indices has been carried out by Dan Steiner.
The results are presented as a bar graph showing the calculated smolt survival
indices for 1965-1993 classified according to water year type. Results are
presented for the historical flows, the water users’ proposal with and without the
OId River barrier and the Club Fed (EPA) with and without the Old River barrier.
A table of results and a description of procedures used to compute the survival
indices are also included.
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